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R All of the ORLanS bei g oonsidered‘for dealiﬁg
with cruise mlssllesﬁlﬁ SALT TWO will prosent difficult
nonitorlng problems. AS 1nd1caued below, we would '
probably. have difficulty in determining deployment levels,
ranges, anu,mlsQLOns’oF cruise nissiles. . Given these
difficulties, the CIA representative: believes tnat
ccisions on cruise missile limits should be. made

:1ly on Lbe ba51s of other factors.
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2. From-the'monitoriﬁg standpoint alone, the best
limitation would be a total ban on deployment. DMonitor-
ing would be difficult, but still easier to moniltor than
-a p“ wision l*mlolng the number o; NLSSlleq or ;helr -
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, .5“3." honltorlﬂg problems could be com oounded if
the Soviets were to develop small, long-range cruise
‘missiles wnhich, like the oroposed US SLCii, could be
~launc“ao from torpedo tubes..  Deployment by the Soviet3
of .cruise missile launchers capable of containing cither
tactical or strategic ﬂlSallpS would create aoultlonal
dif 1cult1ea. Lo e e e ST L
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e S : --Co cealmeAt meafure ~din.. cruisb m1551le development,.our
S . . stimates of maximum range could. have: consldprable o ;
' o ' Uﬁcortd;nt reven greater than By a factor of” uwo”or,three
For the purpose of monitoring range - llmitatlons, there-
’forc,‘a ban at a ~fairly shoxtrrange level: woulgkpp -
preferable “In that.case, 'while we, would still have*.
‘Aifficulty in deLermlnlng maximum cruise m1551lo rangeq,'
we would be moxre confident that the Sov1et 5 were not:
acvexoplng crulse misglles w1th very long ranges.uﬂ

orltorlnq ha Mi ssion. -

: N 5. Crulse NASSlle deflnltlons Which™ are HoE depeﬁ—““ww

oo oo dent-ons LLermlnlng the-nature-of. payload.arec.prefera ble..

R ) could be extremely Qiff 1CN1L to detect. the: exchange
~of. reconnailssance equipment for a warhead on'a ‘remot tely-—
piloted. V°L*cle_orfdroné

Conseguently, -a definition which: specifies
that only" nuclear—arnﬁd_c UISE is re- tO"be7ilmltOd

'<:> '-4would.imﬁooe,anogher dl 1cult monltorlng taSh.?T'
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6 “ﬁ.have ‘no ev1denco of SOVlLt 1ntent10ﬁs to
ong-range cruise missiles.  The Soviets have the
capability to up grade some of theixr prasent
cruise.n;e,ll :s to qutemo of longer -xrange at any time.
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cruise missiles in thc mia -1980s.: With a- hloq—OLAOVltv.,g.
Lo .~ program the Soviets could probably field BQVmub ed, long-
L v T range crul e missiles before the 1985 e: <piration datc
: ' : for the new agreement. They might undertake ‘either of
thess options if they percoxvea that the US was gaining
an a:vrec1oble strategic advantage from its cruisze
missile programs. Such a response would not bec autowatlc,-
: : however, and the Soviets might instead seek to counter
P ' the US programs by further improvements in air defensc
' " or by upgrading other erateglc oifensive forcea.
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